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OPI NI ON
W LKI NSON, Chi ef Judge:

Roxanna and Joseph Hartmann brought suit on behalf of their dis-
abl ed son Mark agai nst the Loudoun County Board of Educati on
under the Individuals Wth Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), 20
U S C 8 1400 et seq. The Hartrmanns all eged that the Board had
failed to ensure that Mark was educated wi t h non-handi capped chil -
dren "to the maxi mumextent appropriate” as required by the | DEA s
mai nstream ng provi sion, 20 U.S. C. 8 1412(5)(B). The district court
agreed, rejecting the findings of both the |Iocal hearing officer
and the

state review officer. The Board appeals, contending that the
court's

decision is contrary to the law and the evidence in the record. W
agree. As Suprene Court precedent nmakes clear, the | DEA does not
grant federal courts a license to substitute their own notions of
sound

educational policy for those of |ocal school authorities, or to
di sregard

the findings devel oped in state adm nistrative proceedi ngs. Upon
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careful review of the record, however, we are forced to concl ude
t hat

this is precisely what has occurred in this case. Accordingly, we
reverse and remand with directions to di sm ss.

Mark Hartmann is an el even-year-old autistic child. Autismis a

devel opnent al di sorder characterized by significant deficienciesin
comuni cation skills, social interaction, and notor control. Mark
i's

unabl e t o speak and suffers severe problens with fine notor coordi -
nation. Mark's witing ability is extrenely limted; he does not
wite

by hand and can consistently type only a fewwords such as "is" and
"at" by hinmself on a keyboard device known as a Canon conmuni ca-
tor. The parties agree that Mark's greatest need is to devel op
conmu-

ni cation skills.

Mark spent his pre-school years in various prograns for disabled
children. In kindergarten, he spent half his tine in a
sel f - cont ai ned

program for autistic children and half in a regular education
cl ass-

roomat Butterfield Elementary in Lonbard, Illinois. Upon entering
first grade, Mark received speech and occupati onal therapy one-on-
one, but was ot herwi se included inthe regul ar classroomat Butter-
field full-time wth an aide to assist him

After Mark's first-grade year, the Hartmanns noved to Loudoun
County, Virginia, where they enrolled Mark at Ashburn El ementary
for the 1993-1994 school year. Based on Mark's individualized edu-
cation program (I1EP) fromlIllinois, the school placed Mark in a
regu-

| ar education classroom To facilitate Mark's inclusion, Loudoun
officials carefully selected his teacher, hiredafull-tinme aideto
assi st

him and put himin a snaller class with nore i ndependent chil dren.
Mark's teacher, Di ane Johnson, read extensively about autism and
both Johnson and Mark's aide, Suz Leitner, received training in
facili-

tated comruni cati on, a special comrunication technique used with
autistic children. Mark received five hours per week of speech and
| anguage therapy with a qualified specialist, Carolyn C enent.
Hal f -

way through the year, Virginia MCullough, a special education
teacher, was assigned to provide Mark wth three hours of
I nstruction

a week and to advise Mark's teacher and aide.
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Mary Kearney, the Loudoun County Director of Special Education
personal ly worked with Mark's | EP team which consisted of John-
son, Leitner, Clenent, and Laurie MDonald, the principal of Ash-
burn. Kearney provided in-service trainingfor the Ashburn staff on
auti smand i ncl usi on of di sabled childreninthe regular classroom
Johnson, Leitner, C enent, and McDonal d al so attended a sem nar on
inclusion held by the Virginia Council for Admnistrators of
Speci al

Education. Mark's | EP team al so recei ved assi stance from educa-
tional consultants Jam e Rupprmann and Gail Mayfield, and Johnson
conferred with additi onal specialists whose nanes were provided to
her by t he Hartmanns and t he school . Mark's curri cul umwas conti nu-
ally nodified to ensure that it was properly adapted to his needs
and

abilities.

Frank Johnson, supervisor of the county's program for autistic
chil -

dren, formally joined the IEP team in January, but provided
assi st ance

t hroughout the year in managing Mark's behavi or. Mark engaged in
dai | y epi sodes of | oud screechi ng and ot her di sruptive conduct such
as hitting, pinching, kicking, biting, and renoving his clothing.
These

out bursts not only required D ane Johnson and Leitner to cal mMark
and redirect him but al so consuned the additional tinme necessary
to

get the rest of the children back on task after the distraction.

Despite these efforts, by the end of the year Mark's | EP t eam con-
cluded that he was making no academ c progress in the regular
cl ass-

room In Mark's May 1994 | EP, the teamtherefore proposed to pl ace
Mark in a class specifically structured for autistic children at
Lees-

burg El enentary. Leesburg is a regular elenentary school which
houses the autismclass in order to facilitate interaction between
t he

autistic children and students who are not handi capped. The

Leesburg

class would have included five autistic students working with a
spe-

cial education teacher and at | east one full-tinme aide. Under the
May

| EP, Mark woul d have received only academ c i nstructi on and speech
inthe self-contained classroom while joining aregular class for
art,

musi ¢, physical education, library, and recess. The Leesburg
program

also would have permtted Mark to increase the portion of his
I nstruc-

tion received in a regul ar education setting as he denonstrated an
i nproved ability to handle it.



The Hartmanns refused to approve the IEP, claimng that it failed
to conply with the mainstream ng provision of the | DEA which
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states that "to t he maxi numextent appropriate,” disabled children
shoul d be educated with chil dren who are not handi capped. 20 U. S. C.
§ 1412(5)(B). The county initiated due process proceedi ngs, see 20
U S.C. § 1415(b), and on Decenber 14, 1994, the | ocal hearing of fi -
cer upheld the May 1994 | EP. She found that Mark's behavi or was
di sruptive and that despite the "enthusiastic" efforts of the
county, he

had obt ai ned no academ ¢ benefit fromthe regul ar educati on cl ass-
room On May 3, 1995, the state review officer affirnmed the
deci si on,

adopting both the hearing officer's findings and her |egal
anal ysi s.

The Hartmanns then chall enged the hearing officer's decision in
f ed-

eral court.

Wiile the admi nistrative process continued, Mark entered third
grade in the regul ar educati on cl assroomat Ashburn. In Decenber of
that year, the Hartmanns wi t hdrew Mark from Ashburn. Mark and his
not her noved to Montgomery County, Virginia, to permt the Hart-
manns to enroll Mark in public school there. Mark was pl aced in the
regul ar third-grade classroom for the remainder of that year as
wel |

as the next.1

The district court reversed the hearing officer's decision. The
court

rej ected the adm ni strative findings and concl uded t hat Mark coul d
recei ve significant educational benefit in aregular classroomand
t hat

"the Board sinply did not take enough appropriate steps to try to
include Mark in a regular class.” The court made little of the

testi-

nony of Mark's Loudoun County instructors, and i nstead relied heav-

ily onits reading of Mark's experience in lllinois and Montgonery
County. Wiile the hearing officer had addressed Mark's conduct in
detail, the court stated that "[g]iven the strong presunption for

i ncl u-

sion wunder the |DEA, disruptive behavior should not be a
signi ficant

factor in determ ning the appropri ate educati onal placenent for a
di s-

abled child." Loudoun County now appeal s.

1 Loudoun County contends that the Hartrmanns do not present avalid
case or controversy because Mark is currently in an educational
pl ace-

ment which the Hartmanns find appropriate. Under the unusual
circum

stances of this case, this conclusion is not correct. There is no
question

t hat the Hartmanns woul d re-enroll Mark i n Loudoun County if their
sui t



I s successful. Specifically, the Hartmanns' expressed intent to

return
Mark to school there is corroborated by the fact that Mark's fat her

and
sister continue to occupy the famly's honme in Loudoun County.
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The | DEA enbodi es inportant principles governing the relation-
ship between |ocal school authorities and a review ng district
court.

Al t hough section 1415(e) (2) provides district courtswithauthority
to

grant "appropriate" relief based on a preponderance of the
evi dence,

20 U. S.C. § 1415(e)(2), that section "is by no means an invitation
to

the courts to substitute their own notions of sound educati onal
policy

for those of the school authorities which they review " Board of
Edu-

cation of Hendrick Hudson Central Sch. Dist. v. Rowey, 458 U. S
176, 206 (1982). Absent sone statutory infraction, the task of
educa-

tion bel ongs to the educators who have been charged by society with
that critical task. Likew se, federal courts must accord "due
wei ght "

tostate adm nistrative proceedings. 1d. Adm nistrative findingsin
an

| DEA case "are entitled to be considered prim facie correct,” and
"the district court, if it is not goingto followthem is required
to

explain why it does not." Doyle v. Arlington County Sch. Bd., 953
F.2d 100, 105 (4th Cr. 1991).

These principles reflect the | DEA s recognitionthat federal courts
cannot run local schools. Local educators deserve latitude in
deter-

m ni ng the individual i zed educati on programnost appropriate for a
di sabl ed child. The | DEA does not deprive these educators of the
right to apply their professional judgnment. Rather it establishes
a

"basic fl oor of opportunity” for every handi capped child. Row ey,
458

US at 201. States nust provide specialized instruction and
rel at ed

services "sufficient to confer sone educational benefit upon the
hand-

| capped child,” id. at 200, but the Act does not require "the
f ur ni shi ng

of every special service necessary to maxi m ze each handi capped
child' s potential,"” id. at 199.

In this same vein, the IDEA s nainstream ng provision establishes
a presunption, not an inflexible federal mandate. Under its terns,

di s-

abl ed children are to be educated with children who are not handi -

capped only "to the nmaxi mum extent appropriate.” 20 U.S. C.

8§ 1412(5)(B). Section 1412(5)(B) explicitly states that



mai nst r eam ng

I s not appropriate "when the nature or severity of the disability
I's such

t hat education in regular classes with the use of supplenentary
ai ds

and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily.” 20 U.S. C

8§ 1412(5)(B); see also Row ey, 458 U S. at 181 n. 4.
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The district court's ruling strayed generally fromthe aforenen-
tioned principles. It diverged in particular fromour decision in
DeVries v. Fairfax County Sch. Bd., 882 F.2d 876 (4th G r. 1989).
!

DeVries, we held that mainstreamng is not required where (1) the
di sabl ed chil d woul d not recei ve an educati onal benefit frommain-
stream ng into a regul ar class; (2) any margi nal benefit frommain-
stream ng woul d be significantly outwei ghed by benefits which could
feasi bly be obtained only in a separate instructional setting; or,
(3) the

disabled child is a disruptive force in a regular classroom

setting. ld.
at 879. Although the district court failed to nmention DeVries, its
opi n-

I on suggests that none of these three categories describes Mark's
situ-

ation. The district court found that Mark coul d recei ve substanti al

educational benefit in a regular classroom that his disruptive
behavi or

was not sufficient to justify a nore segregated instructiona

setting,

and that the Leesburg program woul d not have been an appropriate
pl acenment. After careful exam nation of the record, however, we are
forced to conclude that the district court's decision fails to
account for

the adm nistrative findings and is not supported by the evidence
based

on a correct application of the law. In effect, the court sinply
substi -

tuted its own judgnent regardi ng Mark's proper educati onal program
for that of |ocal school officials.

A

In finding that Mark could receive an educational benefit in a
regu-

| ar classroom the district court disregarded both the hearing
officer's

finding and the overwhel m ng evidence that Mark nade no acadenic
progress in the regul ar second grade classroom at Ashburn. Mark's
teacher testified, for exanple, that he was unable to retain
skills:

"once we thought he mastered [a math skill] and we left it al one
and

went onto another concept, if we went back to review, it seened
t hat

he had forgotten." She confessed, "I felt |like he lost a year in ny
cl assroom ™ Ot her Loudoun County personnel testified to the sane
effect. Hi s speech therapist, for instance, stated that "[t] he only
gain

that I saw hi mmake was in the one to one setting." The supervi sor



for the county's programfor autistic students |i kew se concl uded,
III

t hi nk there has been no progress academ cally in the inclusive set-
tings;" "I think we're wasting his tinme." The hearing officer
accord-



y found that "Mark nmade no neasurabl e acadeni ¢ progress

I ngl
tributable to his placenent in the regular classroom”

at
Mark's situation is simlar to the one we faced in DeVries, 882
F.2d 876. In upholding Fairfax County's decision not to place

M chael DeVries in Annandal e H gh School, the court observed not
only that M chael would derive virtually no academ c benefit from
t he

regul ar classroom but also that his work woul d be at a nuch | ower
|l evel than his classmates and that he would in effect "sinply be
noni -

toring classes.” |d. at 879. Here the hearing officer made an
| denti ca

finding, concluding that Mark "did not participate in the regul ar
cur -

ri culum but was provided his own curriculum®™ Mark's speci al edu-
cation teacher in Loudoun County explained, "Mark needs a
conpletely different program. . . . Hs skills have to be taught
in a

different way, in a different sequence, and even a different group
of

skills . . . fromwhat his typical functioning peers are | earning."

The district court acknow edged the testinony of Mark's second
grade teacher regarding his | ack of progress, but asserted that the
hearing officer's conclusions were erroneous because the officer
failed to give due weight to the testinony of Cathy Thornton,
Mar k' s

private tutor during second grade, and to Mark's first grade
experi -

ence in Illinois. To the contrary, the adm nistrative decisions
t ook

careful note of both. The hearing officer fully credited Thornton's
tes-

tinony, finding that Mark made progress with both her and his
speech

therapist. The officer went further, however, and observed that
bot h

the tutoring and speech instruction occurred in a one-to-one
setting

outside of the regular class. In light of Mrk's failure to
progress in

the reqgular classroom the officer drew the only reasonable
i nf erence

fromthis evidence, nanely that separate instructi on was precisely
what Mark needed to make educational progress. As to Mark's expe-
rience in Illinois, the state review officer explained that the
[11inois

assessnent of Mark's capabilities was flawed:

[I]t becane clear during the course of the second grade that
Mark's academ c skills were not as advanced as the Illinois
school system thought. Mark cannot read and cannot add,



yet the Illinois teachers thought he was reading at first
gr ade

| evel and progressing in the first grade math wor kbook. . . .
Mark apparently did not make the academ c progress in first
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grade the records forwarded to Loudoun County fromllli-
noi s indicated .

Wiile the district court opinion references the hearing officer's
gfgh: its failure to address the admnistrative findings noted
2P2¥Fy does not reflect the teachings of Rowley and Doyl e that
Bﬁgggedings nmust conmand consi der abl e deference in federal courts.

The district court alsorelied heavily on Mark' s subsequent perfor-
mance in the Montgonmery County schools during fourth grade. Wile
Mont gonery County personnel did nake sonme conclusory statenents
asserting that Mark nmade progress, the evidence is inconclusive at
best. The district court pointed to math skills Mark denonstrat ed
at

the end of fourth grade, for exanple, but Mark was pull ed out of
t he

regular class for math instruction, just as Loudoun County had
recom

mended. Any progress he made in math therefore sinply supports the
concl usi on t hat separate, one-on-oneinstructionis appropriate for
Mar k. Mark al so continued to recei ve speech t herapy one-on-one, and
hi s special education teacher in Montgonery County adm tted that
t he

county had noreliabl e nmethod for assessing Mark's reading ability.

Finally, the district court pointed to perceived inprovenent in
Mark's social skills due to interaction with his non-disabled
peers.

Any such benefits, however, cannot outwei gh his failure to progress
academ cally in the regul ar cl assroom The nai nstream ng provi sion
represents recognition of the value of having disabled children
I nter-

act wi t h non-handi capped students. The fact that the provisiononly
creates a presunption, however, reflects a congressional judgnent
that receipt of such social benefits is ultimtely a goal
subordi nate to

t he requi renment that di sabl ed chil dren recei ve educati onal benefit.
Here t he evi dence cl early supports the judgnent of the | ocal educa-
tion officials and the adm ni strative hearing officers that Mark's
edu-

cational progress required significant instruction outside of the
regul ar

cl assroom setting.

B.

The district court attributed Mark's | ack of progress in Loudoun
County to the county's alleged failure to nmake reasonabl e efforts
to

accommodate himin the regular classroom W interpret this as a



rul -
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ing that the county failed to provide the supplenentary ai ds and
ser -

vi ces contenplated by the I DEA s mai nstream ng provision. 20

U S C 8§ 1412(5)(B).

The district court's conclusion is remarkable in light of the
ext en-

sive neasures taken on Mark's behal f. The hearing officer found
t hat

Loudoun personnel were "enthusiastic" about including Mark at Ash-

burn, a description fully supported by the record. The Ashburn
princi -

pal deliberately reduced the size of Mark's class and ensured t hat

It

was conposed of students who were nore independent and had

hi gher level skills. Mark's teacher was sel ected because of her
excel -

|l ent teaching abilities, and the county hired a full-tine,

one- on- one

aide for Mark. Mark received a full hour of speech and | anguage

i nstruction daily. Frank Johnson, the supervisor of the county's
pr o-

gramfor autistic children, provided assi stance i n behavi or manage-

ment throughout the year. Halfway through the year, the school's

efforts i ncreased when Virgi nia McCul | ough began provi di ng speci al

education services directly to Mark as well as advising Mark's
t eacher

and aide. Inclusion specialists Gail Mayfield and Jam e Ruppnmann

consulted with the school during the fall, and Mark's teacher

sought

advi ce from ot her experts whose nanes were provided to her by the
school or the Hartmanns. The teacher testified that she net

constantly

with Mark's ai de, his speech therapist, the |[EP team and others to
work on Mark's program-- daily at the beginning of the year and at

| east twi ce a week throughout.

The district court nonethel ess found the county's efforts insuffi -
cient. The court relied primarily on its conclusion that the
Loudoun

educators i nvol ved wi t h Mar k had i nadequat e trai ni ng and experi ence
towork with an autistic child.2 The court found the credential s of
t wo

2 The court al so concluded that Loudoun County's commtnent to
mai nstream ng Mark | apsed at m d-year. Such a concl usi on agai n does
not take proper account of the adm ni strative record as required by

Rowl ey and Doyle. The hearing officer pointed out, for exanple,
that the

county actually added services for Mark in the second hal f of the
year,

when McCul | ough began providing special education instruction to
Mar k. Moreover, the hearing officer noted that the | EP prepared by



Mark's teamin March -- three nonths after the county allegedly

gave
up on mai nstreamng him-- called for retaining himin the regul ar

cl ass-
room
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groups to be I acking. Neither the special education professionals
nor

the regul ar education instructors were deened properly qualified.
The

concl usi on that Mark had i nadequat el y trai ned personnel devel opi ng
and inplenenting his program however, is irreconcilable wth
ei t her

the | aw or the record.

As t o speci al educati on personnel, the district court concedes t hat
the individuals working with Mark during the first half of the
year,

Mary Kearney and Jam e Rupprmann, were fully conpetent to assi st
him Kearney |led Mark's | EP team while Rupprmann provi ded con-
sultation services. In addition to serving as the county Director
of

Speci al Educati on, Kearney had participatedinthe Virginia Systens
Change Project, a two-year state program on mai nstream ng which

I nvol ved sel ected schools fromacross the state. Ruppmann is an
experi enced, highly qualified consultant.

During the second half of the year, Frank Johnson led the |EP
team and Virginia MCull ough provided Mark with special educa-
tion services. The district court rejected their qualifications,
asserting,

for exanple, that Johnson's credentials were clearly inadequate
because they were inferior to those of Kearney and Ruppmann. How-
ever, in addition to serving as the supervisor of Loudoun County's
program for autistic children, Johnson had a special education
mast er s

degree, did graduate work with an autistic child, worked directly
with

approximately ten autistic children as a teacher, and had attended
spe-

cial education courses and semnars relating to auti smthroughout
hi s

prof essi onal career. Both McCul | ough s early chil dhood degree pro-
gram and her work in Loudoun County focused specifically on inte-
grating children with disabilities into the regular classroom

To di sm ss Johnson's and MCul | ough's qualifications is to adopt
exactly the sort of potential -maxi mzing standard rejected by the
Suprenme Court in Rowey. W think the Court's adnonition that the
| DEA does not require "the furnishing of every special service
neces-

sary to maxi m ze each handi capped child's potential,"” Row ey, 458
U. S at 199, enconpasses the notion that the | DEA|li kew se does not
require special education service providers to have every
concei vabl e

credential relevant to every child s disability. Not all schoo
syst ens

wi Il have the resources to hire top-notch consultants, nor wll
every



school have the good fortune to have personnel who were invol ved
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in a major state programrelated to the needs of every disabl ed
chi | d.

W note that in Virginia, there is no certification for autism
Furt her -

nore, at the time of the trial, Loudoun County had el even autistic
children in atotal school popul ati on of approxi mtely 20, 000 st u-
dents. In this light, Johnson's experience teaching ten autistic
chil dren

was substantial. Johnson and M Cul | ough were clearly qualified to
work with Mark as special educators, even accepting the district
court's assertionthat Ruppmann and Kear ney had better credenti al s.

The suggestion that the regular education instructors, Mark's
teacher and aide, were not adequately qualified also does not
survive

cl ose scrutiny. D ane Johnson was an experi enced prof essi onal prop-
erly certified under state law, and Virginia | aw does not require
t each-

I ng assistants to be certified. Furthernore, Johnson and Leitner
bot h

obtai ned special training to work with Mrk. Both received
i n-service

Instruction and attended an outside sem nar on inclusion of
di sabl ed

children in the regular classroom They also were trained in
facilitated

comruni cation, a special conmunication nmethod used with Mark in
[11inois.

To demand nore than this fromregul ar educati on personnel woul d
essentially require them to becone special education teachers
trai ned

inthe full panoply of disabilities that their students m ght have.
Vir-

ginia | aw does not require this, nor does the IDEA. First, such a
requi rement would fall afoul of Rowl ey's adnmonition that the | DEA
does not guarantee the i deal educati onal opportunity for every dis-
abl ed child. Furthernore, when the | DEA was passed, " Congr ess'

I ntention was not that the Act displace the primacy of States in
t he

field of education, but that States receive funds to assist themin
extending their educational systens to the handi capped.” Row ey,
458

U.S. at 208. The I DEA "expressly incorporates State educati onal
st an-

dards.” Schimmel v. Spillane, 819 F. 2d 477, 484 (4th Cr. 1987). W
can think of few steps that would do nobre to usurp state
educat i onal

standards and policy than to have federal courts re-wite state
t each-

ing certification requirenents in the guise of applying the | DEA

In sum we conclude that Loudoun County's efforts on behal f of



Mar k were sufficient tosatisfy the |l DEA s mainstream ng directive.
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The district court also gave little or no weight to the disruptive
effects of Mark's behavior in the classroom stating that "[g]iven
t he

strong presunption for inclusion under the |DEA, disruptive
behavi or

shoul d not be a significant factor in determ ning the appropriate
edu-

cational placenent for a disabled child." This statenent sinply

I gnores DeVries, where we specifically held that mainstreaming is
i nappropri ate when "t he handi capped child is a disruptive force in
t he

non-segregated setting.” 882 F.2d at 879 (quoting Roncker v.

Walter,

700 F.2d 1058, 1063 (6th Cir. 1983)). In this case, disruptive
behavi or

was clearly an issue. The hearing officer summarized:

[ Mark' s] m sbehavi ors include continual vocalization, espe-
cially whining, screeching and cryi ng when unhappy or
frustrated, hitting, pinching, kicking, biting, sucking the
| eg

of a chair, rolling on the floor, and renoving his shoes and
clothing. Mark is a big strong child who cannot be easily
restrai ned when he engages in injurious behaviors such as
hitting, kicking, pinchingandbiting. H s continual vocaliza-
tions are distracting and nake it difficult for other children
to stay on task. Wien Jam e Ruppmann observed Mark in

his cl assroom she observed two i nstances of significant dis-
ruption, in which he threw hinmself on the floor. She noted
that in each instance it took about five to eight mnutes to
get Mark settled down. Hi s |oud screeching outbursts, which
occur daily, take the attention of the teacher and the aide to
redirect him these outbursts al so take the other children off
task and they then have to be redirected. Mark hits and

pi nches others several tinmes a day.

VWile the hearing officer did not find Mark's di sruptive behavi or
by

itself to be dispositive, the attention she gave to Mark's conduct
was

entirely appropriate, indeed required, under DeVries.

D.

The district court al so found that Leesburg woul d not have been an
appropriate placenent. This conclusion generally derived fromthe
same analysis that led to the court's determ nation that Mark
shoul d
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remain in the regular classroom To the contrary, we hold that the
pr o-

posed Leesburg placenent was carefully tailored to ensure that he
was mai nstreanmed "to the maxi mum extent appropriate.” 20 U S.C

8§ 1412(5)(B). Leesburg was a regul ar el enentary school. Respondi ng
to Mark's lack of academi c progress in the regular classroom the
May | EP woul d have placed Mark in the self-contained class for his
acadeni ¢ subjects, while including himw th his non-disabl ed peers
for all other school activities such as art, nusic, and physical

educa-

tion. To pronote the success of this partial mainstream ng, the
hear -

ing officer required the school to have an aide or teacher

acconpany

Mar kK whenever he was in the regular classroomenvironnment and to

pl ace Mark with the sane regul ar education class for all his non-
academ c activities.

I V.

This is not a case which either the | ocal educational authorities
or

the reviewwng admnistrative officers took Ilightly. W have
sket ched

in great detail the efforts that Loudoun County nade to provide
Mar k

Hart mann wi t h a sui t abl e educati on. Furthernore, the adm nistrative
revi ew process coul d not have been nore t horough. The hearing of fi -
cer heard testinony fromei ghteen wi t nesses over a two nont h peri od
and made detail ed factual findings regarding all aspects of Mark's
educat i onal experi ence. The officer's analysis carefully
i ncor por at ed

those findings and specifically addressed the evidence the
Har t manns

presented in support of their position. The district court,
however, set

all this extensive effort and revi ewat nought. The court failed to
nmen-

tion, let alone discuss, critical admnistrative findings
i nconsi st ent

with its conclusions. Wiile making nuch of the credentials and
credi -

bility of witnesses endorsing full inclusion, the court gavelittle
or no

attention to the testinony of Loudoun professionals. In sone

i nstances the court, wthout I|istening to l|ocal educators,

di scount ed

their views despite the fact that the hearing officer had found
t hem

credi bl e. One Loudoun of ficial was di sm ssed outright as "a phil o-
sophi cal opponent of inclusion” for daring to state that he saw no
evi -

dence that Mark had progressed in the regular classroom



The | DEA encour ages mai nstream ng, but only to the extent that
it does not prevent a child fromreceiving educati onal benefit. The
evidence in this case denonstrates that Mark Hartmann was not nmak-
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I ng academ c progress in a regul ar education cl assroomdespite the
provi si on of adequate suppl enentary aids and services. Loudoun
County properly proposed to place Mark in a partially mainstreaned
program whi ch woul d have addressed the academ c defici enci es of
his full inclusion programwhile permtting himto interact with
non-

handi capped students to the greatest extent possible. This
pr of essi onal

j udgnment by | ocal educators was deserving of respect. The approval
of this educational approach by the | ocal and state adm ni strative
of fi-

cers | i kew se deserved a deference fromthe district court which it
failed to receive. Inrejecting reasonabl e pedagogi cal choi ces and
di s-

regarding well-supported admnistrative findings, the district
court

assunmed an educational mantle which the | DEA did not confer.
Accordingly, the judgnment nust be reversed, and the case renanded
with directions to dismss it.

REVERSED AND REMANDED
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